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This article explores how the process of decolonisation offers a perspective on the politics of identification, solidarity and becoming. The hope is to offer a way of tracing a concept of citizenship which may not only be tied to the nation state but to other forms of political organisation. To achieve this, the article draws on the work of Engin Isin and the concept of the “activist citizen” as a lens through which to examine how citizenship in the mid-20th century decolonisation movements in Africa was imagined by ‘philosopher statesmen’ as a way of re-establishing a sense of pride in the village and the pan-African community, as locations of citizenship beyond the nation state. In discussing this the article analyses the speeches, articles and monographs of, Julius Nyerere, and Léopold Sédar Senghor, questioning whether these texts reveal a complicated notion of the post-colonial citizen which begin to re-establish a belief in the value of some sense of African identity as a response to the de-humanising efforts of colonialism; establishing local and pan-national spaces as locations for “acts” of citizenship intended to re-establish a sense of pride in African identities. 

Introduction:
Historically, from the period of Plato and Aristotle, the concept of citizenship has been associated with the democratic participation of individual members in the functioning of states. However, the recent citizenship literature (Jabri 2013, Isin 2009 & 2008, White 2008, Turner 2002) focusses on processes of transformation and becoming that suggest the concept of citizenship refers to processes or acts of transformation and change rather than membership; intended ‘to generate new ways of thinking about those ways of acting politically that are not easily captured by conventional socio-legal understandings of citizenship’ (White, 2008, p.44).In her discussions of the Arab Spring Vivienne Jabri claims that ‘recent events in the Middle East places into sharp relief questions relating to change and political transformation in the postcolonial world’. She argues that ‘the primary call of the ‘Arab Spring’ is for a renewed notion of political community’ (Jabri, 2013, p.1). In ending this special issue I argue that an attempt to re-imagine the concept of community and identity in the face of oppression is not a recent development in revolutionary movements in the post-colonial world. In doing so I explore the anti-colonial movement in Africa from 1940 to the 1960s suggesting the existence of a trend in the work of the post-colonial ‘philosopher statesmen’ towards an attempt to reimagine spaces beyond nation states as sites of transformation in response to the oppressive regimes of the colonial movement. The article feeds in to recent debates (Stephens & Squire 2012, Isin 2012, Balibar 2012) that aim ‘to uncover alternative spatialities and temporalities of citizenship’ (Stephens & Squire, 2012, p.434). In doing so the article suggests the importance of including previously marginalised voices in these discussions that offer a unique understanding of citizenship guided by cultural and political influences and experiences. The article draws on Engin Isin’s concept of the ‘activist citizen’ (2009) as a vocabulary through which to discuss notions of citizenship, beyond membership of the nation state present in the work of Julius K Nyerere and Léopold Sédar Sengor. The article focusses on discussions in the work of these thinkers of imagined spaces on the local and pan-national levels as representing a political opportunity to think about citizenship in post-national terms. Whilst a literature exists around post-national and post-sovereign citizenship these scholars views have been broadly marginalized in the past due to their origins outside Western scholarship.
Like Étienne Balibar (2004) this article critiques the arguments made by thinkers such as Dominique Schnapper (1994) who suggest that national solutions are the only ‘effective one(s)’ (Balibar, 2004, p.53) when thinking in terms of citizenship, considering instead local and pan-national spaces. The question of community transcending the nation state is one that Isin  (2012) has considered and in doing so he makes reference to the work of Agamden (1993), Nancy (1991), and Esposito (2010) who ‘investigate how community has been mobilised as a strategic concept invoking certain images against others in political struggles’ (Isin, 2012, p.450). Isin himself argues that, ‘to imagine citizens without nations requires a genealogy of fraternity ‘(Isin, 2012, p.465), a value that I argue is present in Nyerere and Senghor’s discussions of local and pan-national spaces: in particular underpinning Senghor’s discussions of Négritude. More broadly, this article intends to contribute to thinking in this area not by offering a new understanding of citizenship but rather by drawing on the experience of often excluded voices that draw on ideas of local and pan-national community as sites of political solidarity. In doing so the article contributes to the discussions of scholars such as Isin in thinking about citizenship beyond the nation state. In the past the primary focus in discussions of post-national citizenship have marginalised African voices, failing to take into account the pan-African project as relevant to discussions of post-national citizenship, focusing instead on projects such as the European Union. The purpose of this article is to bring those voices back in to discussions of post-sovereign citizens and to recognise that they were thinking in these terms far in advance of Isin, Balibar, Stephens and Squire, but that in the past their views have been excluded from the discourse because of their relationship with Western politics and scholarship. 
The concepts of nationalism, localism and regionalism in Western discourses have become broadly associated with negative connotations of exclusivity and elitism, of fear and extremism (Berlin, 1980). This article argues that contra to questions of domination and exclusivity these concepts have, in the context of the anti-colonial freedom struggle, been associated with the broadening out of community and citizenship: with an understanding of citizenship beyond the boundaries of the nation state. Thus, I argue lessons can be learnt from previously marginalised African discourses. Contra to the image of Africa as lagging behind, that has become common parlance in Western scholarship; this article is suggesting that analysis of African thinkers has the potential to provide new ways of thinking about citizenship as a political opportunity for transformation and becoming. The article seeks to extend the boundaries of national citizenship within this context to consider both localised and pan-national movements as being presented as legitimate sites of ‘activist citizenship’ (Isin, 2009). 
African perspectives are underrepresented in citizenship narratives and it is in this sense that this article contributes to the special issues broader themes of marginality. The article suggests that analysis of Nyerere and Senghor has the potential to offer a different perspective on citizenship, one that shares commonalities with Jabri’s reading of community in the Arab Spring, one that has previously been marginalised and that has the power to disrupt our understanding of citizenship beyond the nation state.
That being said, it is important, before engaging in more detail in the analysis itself, to summarise Isin’s understanding of ‘acts of citizenship’ that provides a conceptual framework through which to consider the views of the thinkers themselves in the analysis of this article. According to Isin, it is involvement in an ‘act’ that establishes an ‘actor’, or in his terminology, ‘activist citizens’. He describes acts of citizenship as ‘those deeds by which actors constitute themselves (and others) as subjects of rights’ (Isin, 2009, p. 371); without which they would merely be passive citizens living within the conditions set out for them. In contrast:
‘activist citizenship relies on the disruption of the status quo, the undertaking of a process of transformation that alters the framework in which the individual exists:‘If acts produce actors (or actors are produced through acts) then initially we can define acts of citizenship as those acts that produce citizens and their others’ (Isin, 2008, p.37).
Thus, what it means to be a citizen according to Isin is not simply to be a member of a village, a town, a nation, a continent or even the global community. Rather, citizenship results from a transformative act; a disruptive process through which the individual not only becomes a citizen in their own right, but also has an effect on the community or space in which their citizenship is engendered: they transform it in some way. 
As Isin argues ‘the concept of the act of citizenship seeks to address the myriad ways that human beings organise remake and resist their ethical-political relations with others’ (2008); thinking about what it means to be political in new and original ways. The philosopher statesmen considered in this article act in a way that disrupts the colonial understanding of citizenship associated with nation states and individuals. They focus, in their writings and speeches, on both local spaces and shared pan-African identities, or citizenship as a continent wide phenomenon: a focus that has been broadly ignored by Western scholarships understanding of citizenship. Their conceptions of pan-Africanism and localism had the potential to play a transformative role in altering contemporary understandings of citizenship. As Melanie White suggests, ‘acts’ of citizenship attempt to:
‘Foreground the transformative possibilities of politically becoming in the constitutive formation of new and innovative ways of acting politically. As such the ‘act of citizenship’ seeks to emphasize moments of aleatory possibility by highlighting the emergent, the new and, ultimately, the creative in becoming political’ (White, 2008, p.44).  
Through conceptualising imagined spaces on the local and pan-national levels, the statesmen discussed in this article do indeed discuss ‘new and innovative ways of acting politically’, new and innovative ways of thinking about identity beyond membership of the nation state, and, as such, new and innovative ways of being citizens beyond the process imposed upon them by colonialism. In doing so, I argue, they responded to the predictable political relations imposed upon them by the colonial movement with citizenship acts ‘that disrupt (the predictable relations) through transformative action’ (White, 2008, p.44).
The purpose here is not to claim that their projects were successful, but rather that they represented a political opportunity to think about identity and citizenship as something beyond individual membership of nation states and in that sense their work can be viewed through a lens of disruptive activist citizenship. Through a re-reading of a politically and culturally sensitive period in history the article intends not to consider issues of legal citizenship, but rather to analyse the normative aspect of the concept through a focus on ‘acts’ associated with the process of becoming citizens rather than simply members of communities beyond the national framework; instead focussing on local and continental levels. In agreement with Jabri, I make the claim that there is a distinction between ‘politics, the realm of institutional arrangements, and the political, the realm of contested claims, of agonism and antagonism, all terms suggestive of action and hence of political agency in situated contexts’ (Jabri, 2013, p.59). 
The article thus focuses on African statesmen’s views on the local and pan-national scales. Whilst accepting that the ‘philosopher statesmen’ were in a position to, and in fact did, implement the necessary legal and institutional frameworks to advocate for certain citizenship rights within the nation state, citizenship rights that remained firmly within the confines of a traditional individual state relationship, instead focusses on the marginalised processes that have otherwise been ignored by the citizenship literature. Arguably, this historical process disrupted contemporary understanding of what it meant to be African in the post-colonial condition; viewing it instead as ‘a repudiation of victimhood (engendered by the colonial movement) and a robust assertion of the social and cognitive capabilities of ordinary individuals’ (Young, 2003, p.2). Thus decolonisation offers a perspective on the politics of identification, solidarity and becoming. It offers a way of tracing a citizenship which may not only be tied to the nation state but to other forms of political organisation, notably the village and the continent. 
In this context it is important to reflect upon Jabri’s claim that ‘the postcolonial world has not been considered as agent involved in the shaping of the international, but, rather as the recipient of its rules and normative interactions’ (Jabri, 2013, p.9). It is possible to read the‘philosopher statesmen’ as presenting an alternative conception of citizenship, and in this sense they can be read as transformative acts, very much intended to change contemporary understandings of what it meant to be African, what it meant to be a socialist, or even what it meant to be a member of a community. It is a common concern mentioned throughout this article, that what the theorists were able to put forward in theory was far removed from their abilities to achieve radical change. That being said, the article suggests that engaging with the work of Senghor and Nyerere, and their focus on local and pan- national communities as sites of citizenship led to a reimagining of these spaces, not as being exclusivist or restrictive but as valuable sites in inspiring activist engagement. These arguments, whilst they may not relate to realistic radical change remain disruptively interesting as normative discussions and it is for that reason they remain central to the discussions of this article. 
The article is divided into three sections, the first and second sections focus on the concepts of localism and pan-nationalism respectively, whilst the third draws out the conclusions of the article as a whole. Marginalised perspectives are at the heart of this special issue and each of these sections refers to discussions of citizenship that have otherwise been ignored by the mainstream literature. The first section concentrates on Nyerere’s villagisation programme and the conception of the village as a site of citizenship. This is followed by discussion of pan-African movements as a further example of the thinkers re-imagining spaces beyond the boundaries of the traditional nation state as having value in reimagining and disrupting the common understanding of citizenship. In concluding, the article considers broader conclusions regarding how the concepts of localism and pan-nationalism (as related and linked concepts) in the mid-20th century decolonisation movements were imagined by socialist ‘philosopher statesmen’ as a way of re-establishing a form of citizenship contrasting the restrictive regimes that de-humanised agents under colonialism. 
The article turns first to a discussion of the village asrepresenting a process of transformation and becoming responding to the African struggle.
The local community as a site for encouraging activist citizenship:
This section focuses on the Ujamaa Vijinii programme implemented by the Tanu government of Tanzania under the leadership of Julius K Nyerere. Arguing that, on analysing the origins of this policy,  in both the Arusha declaration of the broader Tanu government, but predominantly in the speeches made by Nyerere himself, it can be suggested that the role of the villagisation project was to create a space in which individuals could, though their own actions, recreate a complicated notion of the post-colonial citizen; one which began to establish a belief in the value of African people as citizens, imbued with a sense of community and solidarity, specifically as a response to the de-humanising efforts of colonialism.This is not to suggest that the implementation and uptake of the policy in and of itself is an example of activist citizenship. In fact, the sense of solidarity it was intended to invoke amongst the people, and the conception of the state as providing a framework under which members of the community could become citizens have a lot more in common with previous conceptions of active citizens grounded on ideas of participation of the community with the running of the state (Kearns 1992, Hoskins & Mascherini 2009). However, this article argues that what is interesting about the Ujamaa project is that it sets out to think about the political in a new and transformative way.In doing so, Nyerere, and the Tanu government more broadly, offer a perspective on citizenship that has been broadly ignored, that to be a citizen can be a localized act separate to the boundaries of the nation state and participation within the broader state. 

Before analysing the policies role in transforming our understanding of citizenship it is important first to give some background to the villagisation programme. The article focuses on the normative goals of the policy, rather than the process of failure that occurred following the policies implementation as, as previously stated, the aim of this article is to discuss the transformative ways in which these thinkers thought about citizenship, rather than to analyse the model of implementation. It is the disruptive moment that is important here and not the longer term project of implementation.
Ujamaa, or family hood, was the embodiment, or the political reality of Nyerere’s philosophical socialist goals as being an African project:‘Nyerere’s philosophy of African socialism provided the socialist project with an indigenous African identity that was grounded in African historical memories, experience, and realities’ (Otunnu, 2015, p.19). This was not intended to be a conception of socialism borrowed from the West or established around previous structures, this was a marginalised conception of socialism intended to have Africa at its core and to maintain an often ignored African voice at its core. The model, ‘demonstrated the urgency of building African socialism through the liberation and empowerment of rural and peasant production, as opposed to waiting for a possible proletarian revolution in some distant future when a ‘developed capitalist’ state had emerged’ (Otunnu, 2015, p.19). The focus on a distinctively African conception of a socialist state, and thus what it meant to be a socialist citizen outside of the traditional framework of the relationship between proletariat and bourgeoisie is the first indication of an act intended to transform the understanding of citizenship within a socialist framework, and in fact to transform the concept of socialism more broadly.
Nyerere was explicit and detailed in his account of the justification behind, and structuring of, the villagisation programme. Therefore, it is of value to quote this somewhat lengthy passage in full:
‘People can only develop themselves…Ujamaa villages are intended to be socialist organisations created by the people, and governed by those who live and work in them. They cannot be created from the outside, nor governed from outside. No one can be forced into an ujamaa village, and no official- at any level- can go and tell the members of an ujamaa village what they should do together, and what they should continue to do as individual farmers…An ujamaa village is a voluntary association of people who decide of their own free will to live together and work together for their common good’ (Nyerere, 1973, p.67).
The passage not only indicates Nyerere’s vision for how the project would work in reality, but also supports the claims made above building on Ogenga Otunnu’s work, that Ujamaa was a rural project that did not rely on the failings of capitalism to pave the way for its socialist ideals. On this argument, what it means to be a socialist citizen for Nyerere, in comparison to what it means for Western models originating in the work of Marx and Engels is somewhat different, and the project itself can be viewed as a transformative act: transforming the way in which we think about, and respond to, conceptions of socialism. 

As a policy the Ujamaa project was set forth in the Arusha Declaration on the 29th January 1967 which formally announced that Tanzania’s economic and political goals were to follow a socialist path. The policy involved the (what became forced) relocation of Tanzania’s rural population into socialist communities or Ujamaa villages, in which they could work together to provide for the needs of the community, whilst also defining the rules by which the village, and its people, lived and worked; the original intention of which was to respect the agency of the citizens of the newly defined space to make their own decisions about their roles as citizens of the village. The model relied on villagers being responsible for all decision making in the villages, as well as food production, both for the village and to sell, (although as the state became more heavily involved production became directed toward state aims). It was at the discretion of the villagers how much of this was achieved through communal farming and how much remained in private hands. Schneider observed that the role of the Arusha Declaration was to: 
‘Set out the broad parameters of this new approach. It famously elevated ‘ujamaa’, which translates literally as family hood and is generally rendered as denoting Nyerere’s particular version of ‘African socialism’, to be the guiding principle behind Tanzania’s new approach to development’ (Schneider, 2004, p.348).
The programme embodied Nyerere’s belief that the goal of government was to enable the people, as citizens of the village, and the state more broadly, to develop themselves without the imposition of external forces and actors. This model stepped outside the traditional conception of citizenship as membership of a nation with both rights and duties, focusing instead on the individuals membership of local spaces. Thus, I argue that, in making this claim, Nyerere transformed understanding of what it means to be a citizen through a focus on a site smaller than a bounded nation state. Instead of talking in terms of what citizens owed the state he spoke in terms of the community working together for themselves as being the real meaning of citizenship.
For him, at the heart of the programme was the concept of the people as playing an active role in their own development. The ‘act’ of development itself was viewed as an internal process: ‘the people will have begun to develop themselves as dignified and confident human beings, in a way which is impossible if they simply take orders from someone else’ (Nyerere, 1973, p.60).As previously discussed, Isin suggests that it is the ‘act’ that transforms the ‘actor’. An act in this sense is ‘those deeds by which actors constitute themselves (and others) as subjects of rights’ (Isin, 2009, p. 371). My argument here is twofold. Firstly that Nyerere believed a central tenant of his own philosophy was the need for the individual to transform themselves, and, secondly, that Nyerere’s description of the individual developing themselves within the village is an example of an ‘act’ transforming not only the ‘actor’ but also the site of citizenship: the village. The ujamaa village as imagined by Nyerere, therefore, can be viewed through this lens as an example of activist citizenship: as Nyerere himself undergoes a process of transformation and reimagining in his discussion of the village, altering the ways in which both himself, and others, interact with the site in the future, bringing to the fore often ignored ideas of community and citizenship.
To further emphasise this second argument, he saw no role for external experts in setting up the villages, or developing the necessary farming techniques. In fact, as previously stated, he claimed that the fundamental goal was that ‘the people will have begun to develop themselves’ (Nyerere, 1973, p.60). This conception of citizenship has far more in common with Jabri’s (previously discussed) analysis of the Arab Spring uprising than it does with the colonial structures of citizenship that relied on education levels, language skills and wealth to recognise citizenship of the nation state. This enhances the claim I made in opening this article, that reimagining what it means to be a citizen in the face of oppression is in fact not a new phenomenon. It is instead a phenomenon also present in the work of Nyerere, and as we will see in the following section, also Senghor.
As previously mentioned, regardless of the promises, and determination in the language in which the idea was presented to the people, the practical implementation of the Ujamaa Vijijini project failed to deliver the conditions promised by the Arusha Declaration. This is not to suggest that Nyerere’s belief in the need to provide certain conditions for his people was falsified, but rather, that his abilities in theory and practise differed. As the project developed it became clear that many of the rural population were uncomfortable with being uprooted from their family homes and moved into artificially created villages. In one interview Nyerere even admitted to ‘decent modern houses that had been bulldozed flat because they were not sited in the ujamaa village’ (Bailey, 1998, p. v). It became clear in these cases that the realisation of the ideology was taking precedence. Commentators spoke of situations in which ‘the President…condoned, and apparently even prompted, the use of certain ‘mildly’ coercive measures (usually in the form of restricting famine relief (only) to residents of ujamaa villages)’ (Scheider, 2004, p.369). Furthermore, ‘different degrees of persuasion and coercion (were used) by administrative and political officials… (for example) material rewards in the form of expanded services or direct support from the government’ (Boesen, Moody and Madsen, 1977, p.15) were given to those villagers producing the crops required by the state. These policies led to a situation in which the policy altered completely from a ‘voluntary movement to a highly coercive system’ (Seftel& Smyth, 1998, p.131) in which the villagers were treated by the state as means to a further end: productivity. The high levels of coercion led, according to Schneider, to:
‘The historical end-result of the policy of ujamaa vijijini (which) was the compulsory settlement of the majority of Tanzania's rural population into approximately seven thousand villages, which began in 1968, was greatly accelerated in 1973, and declared largely completed by late 1975. The basic modus operandi of villagisation was coercive and top-down, and it is generally agreed that it did not improve the majority of rural Tanzanians' lot, as had been hoped (Schneider, 2004, pp.345-346). 
However, as previously suggested, the focus of this article is on the normative ideas underpinning these claims; whilst it was important to mention the failings in passing the fundamental focus of this section was on utilising Isin’s vocabulary to better understand the process Nyerere was advocating for in which the people of Tanzania could develop themselves; Nyerere’s ‘act’ of transforming not only understanding of the village, but also the broader state community. Enabling the individuals to view themselves, and be viewed by the state, as actors rather than passive members: to focus on Nyerere as transforming understanding of citizenship in a way that had previously been ignored by the oppression of the colonial condition,as something beyond a relationship with the nation state. 
To summarise, Nyerere presented his policies on the basis of improving development for the people, reimagining the role of villages as sites in which exploitation would be eradicated and opportunities would be created for individuals and communities to play an active role in government, respected as having individual agency as citizens of both the village and the wider community. The article does not make the claim that this was in fact a successful approach but rather that it was one attempt utilised to overcome the concept of victimhood imposed on the colonised by the colonisers. The article now turns to a second reimagining of space in the face of the dehumanising effects of colonialism; the pan-nationalcommunity. To reiterate an earlier point, I am not suggesting that these sites of citizenship do not interlink. It is clear, for example, from discussion of ujamma vijinni that involvement in a village, it was hoped, would spark greater national involvement as development of actors occurred, as well as greater international integration. However, considering the two spaces separately in this article does provide for a more detailed analysis of the particular philosophies and policies presented by the Nyerere and Senghor in relation to each site. 
Pan-nationalism:
Expanding on discussions of localised conceptions of citizenship this section focuses on the concept of pan-national identities, as understood by the ‘philosopher statesmen’ as a space reimagined as important in evoking solidarity and ‘fraternity’ (Isin, 2012, p.45), and transforming the understanding of what it means to be an individual with citizenship. Julius K Nyerere was heavily involved in the Pan-African movement as well as the continent wide struggle for independence; whilst Léopold Sédar Senghor’s conception of Négritude heavily emphasised an understanding of identity divorced from national boundaries and borders but heavily attached to a conception of race and a desire to overcome colonial oppression. What makes this element of their political thought particularly interesting is the reliance and emphasis on African values, both within their own political states, and as a foundation for the arguments they made for a collaborative African project. Each scholar focused in their writings on pan-national community on a conception of citizenship similar to that proposed by Isin. The argument that ‘to imagine citizens without nations requires a genealogy of fraternity ‘(Isin, 2012, p.465), a sense of togetherness or brotherhood bonding people beyond associations of birth right often associated with national citizenship. 
The article argues that the reliance on African values was intended by these theorists to reimagine the continent as a federalised community, bonded by values, in which African’s viewed themselves as activist citizens defining the continent and establishing a system of corresponding rights and duties, transformed from the situation of colonialism. Similarly to the discussion of local identities in the previous section, and highlighting a dynamic and interconnected relationship between the different sites, this final discussion focusses on the ‘philosopher statesmen’s’ reimagining of the international space as a site of activist citizenship; suggesting that in developing the pan-African movement they were not only making claims to a new and transformative conception of citizenship of the imagined space, but also that they viewed it as a method of inspiring others to overcome the systematic subjugation of the colonial movement.
When providing examples of successful pan-national collaborations the most common example discussed, either favorably or negatively, is the European Union. Discussing membership of the EU in terms of citizenship does exist in the literature (Checkel, 2001). Whilst EU integration maintains a strong focus on national borders and identity, and is established alongside the rights and duties owed to the state, the initial project set forth by Nyerere emphasized pan-African citizenship and identities as a positive force for transforming the continent. It viewed individuals from across the continent as primarily Africans.  It is on this basis that the article suggests that the model presented by the two presidents can be viewed as a transformative act of citizenship: the purpose was in altering the conception of what it means to be a citizen, expanding it beyond the limiting borders of national identity and viewing membership of the broader continent in terms of citizenship. Understanding, like Balibar, that ‘national identity, however effective it has been in modern history, is only one of the possible institutional forms of the community of citizens, and it neither encapsulates all of its functions nor completely neutralizes its contradictions’ (Balibar, 2012, p.438). Beyond this, and as will be discussed in what follows, Senghor also made reference to a universal citizenship, seeing citizenship as something that goes beyond all borders and is in fact a condition of humanity (Senghor, 1962). This in and of itself was a new and disruptive conception of what it means to have citizenship, one that has since been supported by scholars such as Balibar who recognize that community does not have to be associated with a state, but at the time could be classified as a disruptive conception. A conception that had previously been largely marginalized from a Western literature that focusses on the nation state. 
In contrast to the negative connotations associated with national identity, prevalent in contemporary Western literature, as being something ‘ideologically important and dangerous’ (Berlin, 1980, p.341) this section suggests that the ‘philosopher statesmen’ in fact viewed pan-national or cultural identities as being empowering, reimagining them as spaces in which individuals could establish themselves as ‘insiders’ rather than ‘aliens or subjects’ (Isin, 2009); identities that they saw themselves as having as well as hoping to enable a process of becoming for those under their rule. Standing in opposition to the colonial model, premised on the idea of exclusion, pan-national identity is presented normatively as an inclusive conception of space.George Padmore describes it as arising as a ‘manifestation of fraternal solidarity among Africans and people of African descent’ (Padmore, 1972, p.95). A restorative process premised on claims to community for those individuals silenced by oppressors. 
The ‘philosopher statesmen’presented pan-national identities, as well as more traditional conceptions of the nation (although this is not the focus here), as the first step in a process of becoming agents and overcoming the notion of the inactive subject. Padmore, like myself, is of the opinion that the local, the national and the pan-national in fact interact in the views of pan-Africanists; transformation of the pan-African can successfully alter the position of the national. He claims that W.E.B DuBois saw the movement as ‘an aid to the promotion of nationalself-determination’ Padmore, 1972, p.106).
To further situate this discussion within the citizenship literature it is necessary to think in terms of informal grounds of citizenship. The article is arguing not only that the ‘philosopher statesmen’ were in a position to implement the necessary legal and institutional frameworks, and in the case of the villagisation projects it can be argued that they took on a formal institutionalised approach, but that their rhetoric highlights that ‘what is important is not only that citizenship is a legal status but that it also involves practices of making citizens- social, political, cultural and symbolic’ (Isin, 2008, p.17). Whilst in contemporary Western terms concepts such as nationalism can be viewed as an argument for exclusion, in this example it can be viewed as a model for inclusivity: a desire to establish a site for informal citizenship based on social, political, cultural and symbolic norms. As a first stage which enables individuals to reassert their own citizenship outside of institutional interpretations and to then claim their more formal rights as institutionalised citizens.  As Jabri suggests: ‘the challenge for the new state was hence the challenge of government, not just government of ethnic or tribal relations, as most Eurocentric renditions of the postcolonial would suggest, but primarily the government of populations’ (Jabri, 2013, p. 97); the embodiment of a shared pan- national identity could be viewed as one remedy to this, easing the task of government and providing a site for citizen engagement. It is only through the recognition that the ‘resources of the political community were paramount not simply in relation to the provision of welfare, but in the reconstitution of this community as an independent entity’ (Jabri, 2013, p.97) that it is possible to fully understand the value of continentalist ideals in the struggles of the post-colonial states. To best understand this framing of pan-nationalist ideals the section discusses each thinker individually. The first example being Leopold Sedar Senghor’s model of Négritude (roughly translated into English to be Blackness), and his claims for viewing the movement as enabling previously colonised individuals to undergo a process of becoming based on the traditionally exclusionary identifier of race. This is followed by consideration of his conception of the universal citizen (1962), and his belief in the somewhat marginalised position that citizenship is not grounded in discussions of national borders.
Whilst there is a vast literature on the Négritude movement it is impossible within the remits of this article to consider it in any depth. However, a brief introduction of Senghor’s views is required to provide the context for the remaining argument. As a political, artistic and cultural movement it originated amongst the diaspora communities in Paris in the late 1930’s amongst the West-African and Caribbean elite. It maintained its reactionary spirit, as an ideological damnation of the political and moral domination of the Western colonial enterprise until the start of the 1960’s.On becoming the first president of independent Senegal Senghormaintained a strong political and academic relationship with France. He argued for a system of development supported by, and in collaboration with, Europe: ‘We must build our own development plan, based on European, socialist contributions and also on the best of Negro African civilisation’ (Senghor, 1962, p. 60). This is not to say that he intended to copy the West, but rather that he underwent a process of reimagining development and citizenship as a collaborative project. He suggested that having successfully re-built individual states, and a federal state of Africa, the continent should remain ‘freely associated with France in a Confederation’ (Senghor, 1962, p.15). In making these choices he was rethinking citizenship beyond the nation state, envisioning it instead as a process of confederation and collaboration in which he viewed his own citizenship as not being constrained by borders, instead seeing himself as an international citizen shaped by different cultural, social and societal experiences.
Senghor believed that the strength of the Négritude movement was in guiding Black people to recognise the value of their Blackness, and to use this to contribute to the future of not just Africa, but the world more generally. In defining this mission, he suggested that it was the role of Africans not only to shape their own future but rather to create a model suitable not only to fit ‘Africa and the twentieth century, but first of all to fit man’ (Senghor, 1962, p.17). In a recent article published in ‘African Studies’, Shiera el-Malik suggests that the poetry and politics of theNégritude movement, particularly Senghorian Négritude, can be viewed in terms of disruption, and in particular ‘he aimed to show that heretofor subjugated knowledges are fundamental components of dominant forms of knowledge’ (el-Malik, 2015, pp.49-50). Senghor claimed that it was the role of the Black man to ‘bring, like a leaven, his message to the world to help build a universal civilisation’ (Senghor, 1962, p.85) and in doing this he would disrupt the dominant narrative that constituted an understanding of what it meant to be a citizen in/ of the world. On addressing these ideas it is possible to suggest that, for Senghor, the role of Négritude as an expressly cultural-political movement, was intrinsically linked with his international political aims, to shape the wider global community, but that to achieve these aims required individuals who had previously viewed themselves as subjects to recognise themselves, instead, as citizens. He argued that it was Africa’s time to contribute to what he referred to as the Universal Civilisation (a concept which in and of itself makes interesting claims regarding citizenship). However, he believed that to be able to achieve this, colonised groups not only needed to be granted their freedom by external forces, but also to come to terms with their own worth as active participants undergoing a transformative process, enabling them to view themselves no longer under the cloud of dehumanised colonial subjects. It was this that he claimed was the role of Négritude: not only to define what it meant to be Black, but also to establish a sense of self-belief amongst Black individuals to enable them to share their knowledge and experience internationally. In this sense, he argued that achieving citizenship not only had the opportunity to improve the lives of individuals but also of the wider ‘universal’ community: a claim that refers to a process of becoming beyond the nation state.
As commentator Barrend van Dyk Van Niekerk observed, for Senghor,Négritude is ‘the explanation and interpretation by the black man of his own position in the universe’ (Barrend van Dyk Van Niekerk, 1970, p.100). It was viewed as an act of self-discovery that enabled individuals to position themselves in the world. In discussing Senghor’s approach as being one akin to an act of self-definition, parallels can be dawn between the philosophical underpinnings of the debates surrounding Senghorian Négritude, as a force for emancipation, and the question of ‘activist citizenship’ as defined by Isin (2008). It is clear from Senghor’s imagery, ‘bring like a leaven’, that the movement is an act of self-definition, and self-mastery. It is a personal act to bring, rather than to be given, one’s freedom, and this was at the heart of Senghor’s understanding of the movement he helped to create. Similarly, as previously referenced, Isin claims that ‘we define acts of citizenship as those acts that transform forms…and modes (citizens, strangers, outsiders, aliens) of being political by bringing into being new actors as activist citizens (claimants of rights and responsibilities through creating new sites and scales of struggle)’ (Isin, 2008, p.39). Through embarking on this process Senghor hoped to inspire his nation, and the wider African and global communities, to reimagine themselves in terms of belonging, of being, not members of the other, but as agents with rights and responsibilities to both their own communities and states, and, as Senghor envisioned it, the Universal Civilisation. Thus, it can be argued that his writings were transformative; the notion of a Universal Civilisation in and of itself suggests a wider understanding of the concept of citizenship, in fact corresponding with Cosmopolitan views of agents as citizens of the world. Whilst there is not space in this article to analyse a potential Cosmopolitan reading of Senghor, it is worth noting that in much of Senghor’s work, discussing both the  national and the international, there is an underlying assumption that citizenship on any scale first requires an ‘act’ of becoming. According to Senghor, the Négritude movement had the potential to facilitate this transformative process amongst previously subjected people, to enable them to claim their rights as agents. Having discussed Senghor’s Négritude in terms of an activist model of citizenship focus now turns to the broader pan-African views of Nyerere.
The broader pan- African movement with  which Nyerere is often associated originated in the late 1890’s, early 1900’swith the first pan-African conference taking place in London in 1900. The movement is associated with a wide range of politicians, activist and scholars, becoming particularly popular in the 1920’s when it was associated with the academic writings of W.E.B DuBois, and the activism of Marcus Garvey. It was grounded in feelings of oppression, alienation and a loss of dignity deemed to be shared by all individuals of African descent spread across the globe. Similarly to Senghor’s Négritude it relies on a common identity associated with individuals of African descent that tie them together. Scholars such as Peter Esedeke (1977) and Robert Chrisman (1973) recognize that the pan-African vision ‘has as its basic premise that we the people of African descent throughout the globe constitute a common cultural and political community by virtue of our origin in Africa and our common racial and political oppression’ (Chrisman, 1973, p.2). Thus to ‘regain dignity is the mainspring of all their actions…the intellectual superstructure of Pan-Africanism has meaning only if one constantly reminds oneself that at its roots lie these deep feelings of dispossession, oppression, persecution and rejection’ (Legum, 1965, p.15). 
Beyond it’s origins in the work of DuBois the movement transformed into a political call associated with the views of the Presidents’ of the newly independent African states in the 1950s and 1960s. The second strand of the Pan-African movement was, like the first, rooted in three key themes: alienation, the necessity to reassert dignity and a shared sense of unity between all African people. Each of these themes, as will become clear, can be read as an intention to transform the political understanding of what it means to be a citizen. That is to say, for the political class in particular, these themes constituted more than just a philosophical goal; they also established the necessary conditions to progress towards the federalisation of the African continent. In the late 1950’s, as a greater number of African states began to gain their independence, there was a political move from figures such as Léopold Sédar Senghor, Kwame Nkrumah, Ahmed SekouToure, Jomo Kenyatta and Julius Nyerere, to name a few, to federate (to a greater or lesser extent) to create a collective movement that was not pro-West, pro-communism, pro-nationalism, but was instead ‘pro-African’ (Legum, 1965, p.13). Leaders from across the political and ideological spectrum, supporting national states grounded in democracy, one-party politics, socialism and capitalism, were willing to set aside differences in the name of a Pan-African federation. However, the underlying differences in leadership put a strain on this relationship. Whilst there was a shared belief in the unity of all Africans, the movement was riddled with issues of political contestation between the various leaders of the newly independent states.
Not only were there these issues arising between the states, regarding their abilities to work collectively, there was also a question of what exactly each state wanted the outcomes of a unified Africa to be. Was it a political ideal? Or was the goal of collaboration only for the purposes of economic security? Why should the leaders that had fought so hard in the anti-colonial struggles, give up the sovereignty they had just won? Who would lead a federalised continent? For these reasons the various charters detailing the plans for a unified continent (Casablanca, Sanniquellie, and Monrovia) fell through, and the Pan-African dream was never realised. Nonetheless, the movement intended to set in motion an idealised political model of the African citizen as one able to interact as equals with global partners. As with discussion in the previous section, the practical realities of this were marred with issues, stemming not least from a naiveté about the capabilities of government. However, in terms of the purpose of this article, to demonstrate an attempt to transform the political understanding of citizenship as a model outside of the colonial focus on borders and oppression in the writings of Nyerere,this discussion is particularlyrelevant. The article turns now to that very discussion. . 
For Nyerere and his contemporaries the purpose of unification was the potential for improved opportunities for Africans interacting with the rest of the world. Similarly to Jabri’s observation regarding unequal global institutions (Jabri, 2013) they recognised the inequalities of the global system. A divided continent was, for Nyerere, one of the greatest risks facing a newly independent Africa. He strongly believed that squabbling within the continent would weaken the relative position of every nation as well as the continent in its entirety. In his speech ‘Africa must not fight Africa’, Nyerere defended his belief that ‘the weakness of Africa is a constant invitation and a constant encouragement to the exploiters of Africa to suck Africa with impunity. Only a strong Africa can stop this. But there can be no strong Africa and no salvation for Africa except in unity’ (Nyerere, 1968, p.219). It was his belief that this issue was rooted in Africa’s  constant economic race to the bottom as a method for encouraging investment, as well as the continents choice to politically imitate and court the West or East to encourage aid. Nyerere, supported a system of unification that respected the sovereignty of each individual state and the people of those states. However, the question remained, on what grounds Africa could overcome political, economic, and cultural differences, and unify. At the root of Nyerere’s solution was what he referred to as a ‘sentiment of ‘African-ness’, a feeling of mutual involvement, which pervades all the cultural and political life. There is, in other words, an emotional unity which finds expression in, among other things, concepts such as the ‘African personality’’ (Nyerere, 1967, p.188). It was on the controversial grounds of a shared meaning of what it meant to be African, similar to the claims being made by the Négritude movement, that it was claimed unification could be possible and through a reimagining  of such identities that rather than restricting individuals, rather it could transform them. 
Nyerere’s argument was not grounded in a denial of difference; he did in fact recognise that Africa was a continent made up of diverse political and cultural values. Like contemporary scholars he recognized that ‘citizenship as a political principle cannot exist without a community, but this community cannot be completely unified’ (Balibar, 2012, p.438). It was his argument that differences, rather than being seen as barriers to unification, should in fact be included in a Pan-African model: 
‘It is no use waiting for differences of approach, or of political belief, to disappear before we think of working for unity in Africa. They will not disappear. If we are ever to unite, the differences must be accommodated within our growing unity, and our growing unity must be shaped in a manner which allows for the existing differences’ (Nyerere, 1973, p.13).
Such conceptions of citizenship beyond the unified nation state, instead focusing on differences are a further example of a disruptive conception that has previously been ignored by traditional citizenship studies. This is not to suggest that these ideas are not being discussed now, as it is clear by the reference to Isin and Balibar that this is not the case, but rather, that a re-reading of these African scholars provides a previously marginalised contribution to these discussions. On consideration of these claims a further question is raised: If Nyerere recognised the differences that existed between the various political conditions of the African continent, on what grounds did he believe collaboration could be based? Although he did not directly make this claim, it is possible to assert that, in appealing to the possibility of a Pan-African state, he was making an assumption based on a shared desire for becoming as a method of overcoming oppression, and, in that sense, we can once again view the concept of pan-Africanismas a process within the decolonisation movement that offers a perspective on the politics of identification, solidarity and becoming. It offers a way of tracing a citizenship which extends beyond the nation state to a wider, international, conception of identity and is viewed by these thinkers as a step in the process of encouraging the transformative process of an oppressed people towards being engaged citizens.
Concluding Remarks:
This article has focussed on the previously marginalized transformative narratives of the  ‘philosopher statesmen’ which reimagined citizenship as a process under which previously oppressed individuals could be viewed as citizens not only on a national level but also local and pan-national, subject to corresponding rights and duties. What has been investigated was the focus on different identities as enabling‘subjects (to) transform themselves into citizens’ (Isin, 2008, p.18); understood as being actors recognising themselves as right holders, making claims for these rights and viewing themselves not as dehumanised subjects as the colonial movement would have had them believe, but rather as autonomous agents and citizens, not simply members, of a community. This article has discussed the claims of Julius Nyerere and Léopold Sédar Senghor, each of whom proposed an understanding of the local or pan-national as being sites of solidarity and fraternity in which citizens could actively rediscover themselves, undergoing the process of becoming citizens and in doing so played a role in transforming political understanding of what it means to have citizenship. As Isin clarifies, ‘acts of citizenship are those acts through which citizens, strangers, outsiders and aliens emerge not as beings already defined but as beings acting and reacting with others…they actualise ways of becoming political’ (Isin, 2008, p.39). Through a reimagining of shared local and pan-national identities, it has been suggested by this article, that these thinkers presented a process through which subjects were intended to embark on a process of becoming, and in imagining this process they, themselves, were able to transform contemporary understandings of citizenship, a narrative that has previously been marginalized and ignored. It has been suggested that these views, previously silenced by dominant Western narratives can, and should, contribute to contemporary debates surrounding post-sovereign citizenship.
In concluding, the article agrees with Jabri that the Arab Spring has involved a ‘renewed notion of political community’ (Jabri, 2013, p.1) and a reimagining of what it means to be a member of said community in the face of oppression. However, it argues that such a process is not particular to contemporary revolutions, but rather analysis of the ‘philosopher statesmen’ discussed in this article suggests that, although marginalized, reimaginings of what it means to be a citizen in the face of colonial oppression have occurred in the past and the study of these narratives has the power to provide lessons for the future. 
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